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SUMMARY

GTE Service Corporation and Texas RSA 20 B2 Limited Partnership urge the

Commission to promote the provision of satisfactory and ubiquitous cellular service by

amending its cellular service regulations as they apply to carriers operating adjacent to

or in the Gulf of Mexico. The record in this proceeding makes it painfully obvious that

cellular service in the Gulf of Mexico is far from optimal. As GTE and other commenters

have explained, the provision of cellular service in the Gulf presents unique difficulties

of providing reliable service to transitory oil rigs as well as to customers along an

irregularly-shaped coastline, leading to divergent and conflicting interests among water­

based and land-based carriers. The ultimate result of these conflicts has been the

deterioration of cellular service along the coastline. Contrary to the comments of

Bachow/Coastel, L.L.C., conflicts between water-based and land-based licensees have

escalated and show no indication of being "resolved" or even mitigated, so long as the

current cellular rules continue to apply to cellular licensees operating in or adjacent to

the Gulf.

In their current form, the Commission's cellular rules hamper and actually

prevent the provision of reliable cellular service in the coastal areas of the Gulf of

Mexico, compromising public safety as well as convenience. As illustrated by the

record in this proceeding and by these supplemental reply comments, the current

regulations increase the likelihood that cellular customers will roam on another carrier's

network, even when a call is placed within their own licensed service area. Inadequate

cellular service and roaming is disruptive for callers who experience dropped calls or
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pay high roaming fees. It is also a public safety hazard for callers who are placing

emergency calls and require E911 services and speedy assistance.

The record indicates that a significant consensus has formed around the

adoption of ALLTEL's alternative solution to licensing conflicts in the Gulf of Mexico.

GTE and Texas RSA 2082 Limited Partnership urge the Commission to adopt

ALLTEL's solution as the most effective means of resolving cellular conflicts and of

ensuring the provision of reliable cellular service in coastal areas. The creation of a

"Coastal Zone," where both water-based and land-based licensees can operate, will

permit licensees to provide satisfactory cellular service to transient oil rigs, as well as to

consumers along the shoreline. The Commission has full authority to implement

ALLTEL's solution; indeed, it would be reasonable to say that the Commission has a

responsibility and obligation to do so. The FCC traditionally has demonstrated firm

commitment to the provision of ubiquitous cellular service and to the implementation of

E911. As the record in this proceeding shows, continued commitment to these goals

mandates the revision of the Commission's current licensing regulations as they apply

to the cellular carriers operating in or adjacent to the Gulf of Mexico.
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPLY COMMENTS OF GTE SERVICE CORPORATION
AND TEXAS RSA 20 B2 LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

GTE Service Corporation, on behalf of its telephone and wireless subsidiaries

("GTE"), and Texas RSA 2082 Limited Partnership ("TX 20") (together, "Commenters")

hereby respectfully submit these reply comments in response to the Commission's

Second Further Notice of Proposed Rule Making in the above-captioned proceeding

("Second FNPRM").1 As GTE explained in its Supplemental Comments, the Second

In the Matter of Cellular Service and Other Commercial Mobile Radio Services in
the Gulf of Mexico, WT Docket No. 97-112; Amendment of Part 22 of the Commission's
Rules to Provide for Filing and Processing of Application for Unserved Areas in the
Cellular Service and to Modify Other Cellular Rules, CC Docket No. 90-6, Second
Further Notice of Proposed Rule Making, FCC 97-110 (reI. Apr. 16, 1997) ("Second
FNPRM"). See Public Notice, "Federal Register Publication of the Second Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Regarding the Licensing of Cellular Service and Other
Commercial Mobile Radio Services in the Gulf of Mexico," DA 00-687 (March 27, 2000)
(noting failure to publish Second FNPRM in the Federal Register and reopening the
pleading cycle).



FNPRM provides a much-needed opportunity for the Commission to adapt outdated

and ill-fitting standardized cellular rules to the unique needs of cellular licensees in the

Gulf of Mexico.2 The record in this proceeding underscores the need for Commission

review of current cellular licensing rules as they apply to licensees in the Gulf of Mexico.

There is an overwhelming consensus among land-based cellular licensees that the

current regulations affirmatively prevent the provision of reliable cellular service to the

public along the shoreline. The weight of the record stands in stark contrast to the

isolated claim of Bachow/Coastel, L.L.C. ("Bachow") that the current rules are

satisfactory.3 The Commenters herein provide additional, concrete evidence that the

current rules are contrary to the public interest, from both a general customer

satisfaction standpoint as well as from a public safety standpoint. GTE reaffirms its

support of and TX 20 endorses ALLTEL Corporation's compromise solution as the best

method for providing reliable cellular service in the Gulf.

2 See Supplemental Comments of GTE Service Corporation (filed May 15, 2000)
("GTE Supplemental Comments") (All comments were filed in WT Docket No. 97-112
unless otherwise noted).

See Comments of Bachow/Coastel, L.L.C. (filed May 15, 2000) ("Bachow
Comments").
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I. BACHOW'S INSISTENCE THAT CURRENT REGULATIONS ARE
ACCEPTABLE IS CONTRARY TO FACTUAL EVIDENCE AND THE WEIGHT
OF THE RECORD IN THIS PROCEEDING.

A. Cellular Service Along the Gulf of Mexico Shoreline Is Unreliable

Bachow's bald assertion that "cellular service is ... entirely reliable in the coastal

areas of the Gulf'4 glosses over the needs and problems of land-based licensees and

references only the service capabilities of the two water-based licensees.s Bachow's

conclusion that there is no need to modify the Commission's cellular regulations, as

applicable to carriers operating in and adjacent to the Gulf, is contrary to the weight of

the record in this proceeding. Rather, the record indicates that the current rules do not

permit land-based licensees to provide reliable cellular service along the Gulf of Mexico

shoreline. As ALLTEL Corporation stated, "the continuing inability of ALLTEL and other

carriers to provide ubiquitous service to land-based customers in coastal areas has

reached crisis levels."6 Even the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau recognized this

fact with respect to certain Florida markets, stating that, "at present, cellular coverage is

either unreliable or not available along the coast and on numerous barrier islands ...."7

The unreliability of cellular service along the coastline is a direct outgrowth of current

Commission regulations.

4 Bachow Comments at 6.

Sid.

6 Further Comments of ALLTEL Corporation at 7 (filed May 15, 2000) ("ALLTEL
Comments").

Public Notice, "Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Grants Special Temporary
Authority to ALLTEL Corporation Allowing Improvements in Cellular Coverage in

(Continued ... )

3



As GTE and other commenters have explained, land-based licensees cannot comply

with current Commission rules, which forbid even a de minimis contour extension into

the market of the adjacent co-channel licensee without its consent, and still generate

adequate signal strength at the market boundary to provide reliable service. SeliSouth

Corporation ("SeIlSouth") observed that, "[u]nder the current rules, SellSouth has

experienced difficulty serving beaches, highways, and communities along the shoreline

because it is effectively precluded from extending reliable service contours into the

Gulf."8 Echoing these grievances, SSC Wireless Inc. ("SSC") stated that it "has

struggled with the difficulties associated with attempting to engineer a cellular system

that proVides reliable service on the coast, especially the heavily trafficked beach and

recreation areas, and the inherent problem of land-based customers calls being

captured by the Gulf carriers."9

Coastal Florida," DA 99-2073 (reI. Oct. 4, 1999).

8 Further Comments of SellSouth Corporation at 1 (filed May 15, 2000) ("SellSouth
Comments").

9 Supplemental Comments of SSC Wireless Inc. at 1 (filed May 15, 2000) ("SSC
Comments").
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In order to comply with Commission rules, land-based licensees must operate at

the market border at lower signal strengths than are acceptable, with the end result

being that they are oftentimes not the 'best server' within their own protected CGSA.

The effects are two-fold: first, calls set up on water-based licensees' systems, resulting

in expensive roaming charges for land-based subscribers;10 and second, pockets of

land along the coastline must go unserved. The Commission should not place cellular

carriers in the untenable position where compliance with FCC regulations guarantees

that they cannot provide satisfactory service to subscribers within their authorized

service area.

B. Current Regulations Are Not "Working" and Cooperation Among
Water-Based and Land-based Carriers Is Notably Absent.

As an additional matter, Bachow's claim that cellular service is "reliable"

disingenuously blacks out numerous instances-indeed, instances where Bachow itself

has been a dissenting party-where land-based licensees have entreated the

Commission for special assistance in order to provide adequate cellular service to

subscribers within their authorized service areas. Bachow claims that the current rules

are an "undeniable success," and that "[I]and-based carriers are availing themselves of

mechanisms under the current regulatory scheme such as Special Temporary Authority

and de minimis extensions to serve any temporarily unserved areas, as well as coastal

10 Id. at 3 ("The consumer does not expect the call to be set up on a Gulf carrier
thus incurring roaming charges or for there to be no coverage.").
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areas off the west coast of Florida."11 What Bachow fails to mention, however, is that it

has ardently opposed use of these regulatory mechanisms. For example, when the

Wireless Telecommunications Bureau granted ALLTEL's request for an extension of its

Special Temporary Authority to operate cellular sites in numerous Florida coastal

markets,12 Bachow filed a vociferous petition for reconsideration. 13 For its own part,

GTE has not been able to negotiate a reasonable agreement with Bachow to extend de

minimis contours into coastal waters. 14 The time for negotiating and for accusations has

long since passed, as the public has been kept waiting too long for reliable cellular

service.

In sum, contrary to Bachow's claim that the current rules are satisfactory, the

record should lead the Commission to the following series of interrelated conclusions.

First, the current Commission rule requiring attenuation of signal strength at the market

11 Bachow Comments at 11-12.

12 FCC Form 601, File Nos. 0000095454, 0000095459 and 0000095460 (filed
March 17, 2000) ("STA Extension Request").

13 In the Matter of Application of ALLTEL Corporation, Call Sign WPOK991, File
No. 0000095460, Reply Reference 2000C1-MAF, Petition for Reconsideration filed by
Bachow/Coastel L.L.C. (May 1,2000). The fact that ALLTEL must resort to requesting
Special Temporary Authority in order to provide adequate service to land-based
subscribers within its authorized service area provides evidence that current cellular
licensing rules are not satisfactory. Special temporary authority is a regulatory
mechanism that typically is reserved only for extraordinary circumstances. In other
words, special temporary authority should not be required simply to provide reliable
cellular service on a day-to-day basis to subscribers within a licensee's CGSA.

14 GTE's inability to negotiate reasonable terms with Bachow undercuts Bachow's
statement that "the current rules ... have produced cooperation among carriers."
Bachow Comments at 8.
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boundary results in land-based licensees' inability to provide reliable cellular service

along the shoreline. Second, because of this inability to provide reliable cellular

service, land-based subscribers are subject to capture along the coastline by water-

based licensees. Finally, because of this subscriber capture, unwitting members of the

public are forced to pay substantially more expensive roaming rates.

C. The Current Regulations Produce Conflict and Uncertainty Among
Cellular Licensees in the Gulf

GTE disagrees with Bachow's claim that the Enforcement Bureau's decision in

Bachow/Coastel, L.L.C. v. GTE Wireless of the South, Inc.,15 has "provided the basis for

certainty and order" regarding service of coastal areas in the Gulf. First, this Order,

issued by the Enforcement Bureau, failed to resolve the issue of the location of the

boundary line demarcating the Mobile, Alabama MSA. Indeed, the boundary dividing

the Mobile, Alabama MSA from the GMSA remains in question. GTE has submitted an

Application for Review of the Enforcement Bureau's Order that remains pending. 16

Second, Bachow's argument utterly ignores land-based carriers' problems with

providing reliable cellular service on land, as described above and in GTE's

15 Bachow/Coastel, L.L.C., Complainant v. GTE Wireless of the South, Inc.,
Defendant, File No. WB/ENF-F-98-005, Order, DA 00-420 (Chief, Enforcement Bureau,
reI. Feb. 29,2000) ("Orde;').

16 See Bachow/Coastel, L.L.C., Complainant v. GTE Wireless of the South, Inc.,
Defendant, File No. WB/ENF-F-98-005, Order, DA 00-420 (Chief, Enforcement Bureau,
reI. Feb. 29, 2000) ("Enforcement Bureau Order"); Bachow/Coastel, L.L.C.,
Complainant, v. GTE Wireless of the South, Inc., Defendant, File No. WB/ENF-F-98­
005, Application for Review (filed Mar. 16, 2000).
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supplemental comments in this docketY Indeed, the Order has spawned a seemingly

endless string of pleadings by Bachow designed to diminish GTE's ability to serve its

customers and improve the likelihood that land-based traffic will roam onto Bachow's

system.

Third, Bachow's claim ignores the public interest. GTE has documented the tidal

wave of customer complaints GTE has received in the Mobile MSA as a result of the

Commission's decision to strictly enforce its rules at the coastline. Subscribers who

were once loyal GTE customers now are faced with diminished or non-existent service,

causing many to cancel their subscriptions and seek service from CMRS providers that

are not restricted from providing a strong signal in beachfront areas. Thus, Bachow's

claim that the Enforcement Bureau's Order has established "certainty and order" could

not be further from the truth.

II. NEW FACTUAL EVIDENCE PROVIDES FURTHER BASIS FOR
DETERMINING THAT THE CURRENT RULES DO NOT SERVE THE PUBLIC
INTEREST.

Since filing its supplemental comments in this proceeding, GTE has obtained

additional evidence that the current regulations do not serve the public interest in the

Gulf of Mexico. First, GTE has confirmed that subscribers in Texas are facing high

roaming rates as a result of capture by the Bachow system even when the subscriber is

seeking to use his or her phone within the GTE service area. This data illustrates the

immense dissatisfaction subscribers experience due to high roaming rates charged by

17 See GTE Supplemental Comments.
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the water-based carriers. Second, results from a test on land on Galveston Island,

within GTE's authorized service area in the Galveston, Texas MSA, indicate that E911

calls set up on Bachow's system and are routed to the Coast Guard, rather than to a

land-based Public Safety Answer Point ("PSAP"). These test results demonstrate that

the public safety is compromised by the current cellular regulations.

A. Subscriber Cancellations Provide Tangible Evidence of Customer
Dissatisfaction With Current Cellular Service.

In its supplemental comments, GTE noted that, as a result of the Commission's

current rules and the problems with providing reliable levels of service to the public near

the coastline, many land-based subscribers are "captured" by the co-channel Gulf

Iicensee. 18 Subsequent to the submission of those comments, GTE confirmed that

subscribers in its Texas markets, where Bachow has installed cell sites as close to the

market boundaries as possible, face these problems on a regular basis.

For example, one former customer resident in Vidor, Texas complained upon

receiving a bill with $744.00 in roamer charges-all attributable to Bachow. 19 A review

of the bill indicates a certain randomness as to when the former customer roamed on

Bachow's system and when he was able to obtain service on the GTE system

authorized to serve his area and to which he had subscribed. The bill also confirms the

excessive level of fees charged by Bachow-$3.00 per day and $3.00 per minute, plus

18 GTE Supplemental Comments at 4-5.

19 A copy of this bill, with customer identifying information omitted at the former
customer's request, is attached as Exhibit A.
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toll charges.2o Despite efforts to address this former customer's concerns about the

roaming charges, he canceled service with GTE. One can understand that decision

after reviewing the attached bill. His experience highlights the problems faced by

cellular subscribers seeking to utilize land-based cellular service in areas adjacent to

the Gulf.

B. Land-Based Carriers Must Be the "Best Server" Within Their Service
Areas in Order Most Effectively To Protect Public Safety.

On May 23, 2000, GTE performance staff conducted test 911 calls from a

cellular phone on Galveston Island, located within GTE's authorized CGSA for the

Galveston, Texas MSA.21 Rather than setting up on GTE's own system, the calls set up

on Bachow's water-based system, demonstrating that current regulations do not permit

GTE to be the best server within its own authorized service area. More importantly,

however, Bachow routed these land-based emergency calls to the Coast Guard, acting

as the Public Safety Answer Point ("PSAP") for water-based calls. As described below,

land-based emergency calls that are routed to the Coast Guard compromise public

safety. While the inability of GTE and TX 20 to provide reliable service to land-based

customers on a regular basis may impair customer satisfaction, their inability to pick up

911 calls from land-based customers may impair customer health and welfare. This is

an unacceptable result of the current Commission regulations.

20 See, e.g., Exhibit A at 4-6.

21 See Declaration of Rathel Alexander, attached as Exhibit B. Please note that
the Declaration contains a facsimile signature. The original Declaration will be filed with
the Commission.

10
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The routing of 911 land-based calls to a water-based carrier's network increases

the likelihood that a response will be delayed, thus imposing unnecessary risks upon

the land-based subscriber. When a land-based call is routed to the Coast Guard, there

is a much greater likelihood that the deployment of emergency assistance will be

delayed while the call is re-routed to the appropriate land-based PSAP for handling (for

example, to the fire or police station). E"ven worse, GTE and TX 20 are concerned that

the Coast Guard may lack the information and capability to route misdirected 911 calls

to the appropriate PSAP.

Delivering 911 calls from land to land-based PSAP is essential for land-based

calls. First, for obvious reasons, a land-based PSAP is in a much better position to

render aid and assistance to a land-based customer than is the United States Coast

Guard.

Second, land-based PSAPs are much more likely to have deployed enhanced

911 (UE911") services. The enhancements for 911 calls are taking place in two

phases.22 In Phase I, the phone number and base site location are relayed to the PSAP

for a wireless 911 call, which assists the PSAP in calling the consumer back if the call is

dropped. Additionally, this information provides some assistance in locating the

emergency caller. In Phase II, which is scheduled for implementation next year, the

PSAP will be able to locate the caller, within approximately 100 meters. To the best of

the Commenters' knowledge, Gulf-based carriers have not clearly indicated the manner

in which they will comply with these requirements. Subscribers who are aware of E911

22 See 47 CFR § 20.18(d), (e).
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developments may therefore intentionally sign up with land-based carriers, in order to

ensure routing of their 911 calls to a PSAP on land. The Commission has indicated its

strong commitment to the implementation of E911; GTE hopes that the Commission's

interest in ensuring access to E911 will extend to its consideration of cellular licensing

rules in the Gulf of Mexico.

III. THE RECORD IN THIS PROCEEDING CONFIRMS THE NEED FOR
ADOPTION OF ALLTEL'S ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION TO CELLULAR
LICENSING ISSUES IN THE GULF OF MEXICO

The record before the Commission overwhelmingly demonstrates an urgent

need for immediate Commission action resolving the multifarious problems plaguing

cellular carriers in the Gulf of Mexico. As GTE stated in its initial comments, the best

way for the Commission to resolve these issues is to adopt ALLTEL's alternative

solution.

ALLTEL's proposal is the most effective way of improving the quality of cellular

service in the Gulf. As described in detail in ALLTEL's comments, ALLTEL proposes

that the Commission establish a Coastal Zone where both land-based and water-based

carriers may extend cellular contours, subject to mandatory frequency coordination but

without interference protection.23 ALLTEL's proposal addresses the needs of both

water-based and land-based carriers: water-based carriers may retain the fleXibility to

relocate their cell sites freely, while land-based carriers will be assured of providing

satisfactory cellular service to their subscribers along the shoreline. As BellSouth

23 See ALLTEL Comments at 9-10.
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affirms, "adoption of ALLTEL's proposal would resolve many of the problems presently

facing cellular carriers in the Gulf Area, especially service disputes between the land-

based and Gulf-based carriers and the assurance of reliable and ubiquitous service to

their respective customers."24

Bachow claims that the Commission does not have authority to establish a

"Coastal Zone" without undertaking a formal hearing process under Section 316 of the

Communications AcU5 GTE disagrees. Section 316 is inapplicable in the context of a

general rule making proceeding. As the Commission has stated:

Section 316 provides for a hearing process before Commission
modification of a particular license. The provision does not deprive
the Commission of its authority to establish rules of general applicability
to an industry through its rulemaking authority. It is well established that
licenses may be modified in a rulemaking proceeding as long as a
reasoned explanation is provided for doing SO.26

Section 316 is applicable to a situation where an individual licensee's license is

modified; it is not applicable to a situation such as this one, where the Commission is

addressing cellular problems that plague cellular carriers generally in the Gulf of

24 BellSouth Comments at 2.

25 Bachow Comments at 24-26.

26 Amendment of Part 22 of the Commission's Rules to Provide For Filing and
Processing of Applications for Unserved Areas in the Cellular Service and to Modify
Other Cellular Rules, 14 FCC Rcd 10030, ~ 123 (1999).
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Mexico.27 The Commission is acting well within its authority in modifying certain

licenses subject to a rulemaking proceeding.28

Finally, as ALLTEL demonstrated in its comments, the Commission has full

authority to implement ALLTEL's proposal.29 Sections 303(f) and 303(r) of the

Communications Act provide the Commission with ample authority to redress problems

of radiofrequency interference that have confronted cellular carriers in the Gulf of

Mexico.30 Indeed, the public interest mandates that the Commission take action to

redress this situation.

IV. CONCLUSION

As the weight of the record in this rulemaking proceeding has demonstrated,

there is an urgent need for Commission review of its cellular licensing rules as they

apply to Gulf carriers. The Second FNPRM provides the Commission with the

opportunity finally to redress the conflicts and problems faced by water-based and land-

based carriers. As confirmed by other commenters, cellular service along the shoreline

27 See California Citizens Band v. United States, 375 F.2d 43, 52 (9th Cir. 1967)
(stating that the purpose of Section 316 "is to protect the individual licensee from a
modification order of the Commission and is concerned with the conduct and facts
peculiar to an individual licensee").

28 See Revision of Rules and Policies for the Direct Broadcast Satellite Service,
Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd 9712, 9766 (1995) (stating that "the Commission may
modify any station license or construction permit if in its judgment such action will
promote the public interest, convenience, and necessity, and, ... such modification
may appropriately be accomplished through Notice, and comment rulemaking").

29

30

ALLTEL Comments at 17-19.

47 U.S.C. § 303(f), 303(r); see ALLTEL Comments at 17.
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is unreliable, creating customer dissatisfaction and compromising public safety.

Contrary to Bachow's claim that the current rules are satisfactory, the Commenters

have documented examples of subscriber capture, exorbitant roaming charges, and a

general inability to provide adequate cellular service to subscribers within its licensed

CGSA-all outgrowths of the current cellular regulations. The Commenters are hopeful

that the Commission will adopt ALLTEL's solution to licensing issues in the Gulf of

Mexico, thereby promoting the provision of reliable and seamless cellular coverage to

the public in the Gulf of Mexico.

Respectfully submitted,
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EXHIBIT A:
Copy of Customer Bill
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1-800-171-f711!

DtoBK ftZ. JOanOll wnllP~
B%LL DAft MU' 02, 2000
~XCK t 01522711-0500
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c;a 1IDaIL1I..
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91'105 0'02 000011951' 0000055321 3000852271' 000131 0000000000002
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2.;'

0.00

65.00

a.ta1.1 o~~ ~. ~ =-diu
2.tl5

Detail of autAa aa11~ t'_'b1r••
04/0'/00 Ie 05/02/00 0.00

Del1:a11 of i'IICMI c:Dd&S
Detail d lIOIlw,y ~~

04/03/00 to 08/02/00 65.00

CAU-. In
'roUl

325

~iocl

b~ 1'1. IftClucs.d 1UDll~.

Peak
O~~-Peak

Vo1ae »lan Ibol. KiJW~.

0..

'C.OO
80.00
404.00

7.00

0.000
0.000
0.000

0.00
0.00
0.00

325.00 101.00 0.00

325.00 101.00 0.00

Da~ 'f1M Cit.y 8!f ~ ~

3/21 10&~ vtDOa •• ~ 401/"'-4'11 •
3/21 10SIA~ •• ~ 401/'11-401' •
3/21 155~ VXDOa •• ~ 40"'...."1 V
3/a8 12IA ..OOIDtHa 40""'-7351 V
3/28 1128A~ ~ 40./781-4011 V
3/28 121..~ ~ 401/781-4011 V
3/28 124'. .~* 40""]-7381 •
3/28 125'. .~. 401/.'3-7'BI V
3/28 157. IDO.~ 'rX 113/254-t'B4 V
3/28 345. eINOaMXlQ* 40'/6'3-7351 V
3/28 350.~ ~ 401/711-401' »
3/28 401P ..ca.DtIG 40'/'73-138' •
3/21 C02.~ ~ 40'/181-4019 •
3/28 718. e1MCQMtlQ* 40'/673-1381 »

K1Ia.
1.00
2.00

10.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
0.00
2.00
3.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
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0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

'1'oUJ.
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0.00
0.00
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0.00
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0.00·
0.00
0.00·
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00·
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z:>.t:e Twa Ci.t:J •.,..... ~

3/30 13'.~ ~ 40./21.-11., ,
3/30 910. vtDQR ~ 40'11.,-47S1 at
3/30 12~ C¥aDAZa ~ 'OI/211-tl.S a.P
3/31 110~V%DDR T.I '01/1"-'034 •
3/31 703. V%DaI 7.1 .0_",.-4131 •
4/01 10.0. CIIal'LAlm n, 382/"3-4110 a.
4/02 124•••~. 40'/"3-1351 O.
4102 221. RlCORD~ '0,/.7S-1351 a.
4/03 115~ *IDK%I r.L ••7/.41-1200 •
4/03 111'~ ~ '01/'11-'01' •
./03 2'" ~~ ~ 710/772-012. •
4/03 318.~O ~ 210/12'-444' •
4/03 32" ~ v.. 7"/721-0410 •
./03 41S» 8001~ !Z 713/711-1200 •
'/03 '02' .~. 40'/173-735' •
./0. 23!A vxoaa !Z 40'/7"-"3' O'
./0. 23~ vzoaa ~ 40'/7"-47310'
4/0' 12~ V%DOa *a ~ 40'/7"·'731 •
4/01 821. ISCORDXNG '0'/'73-'35' O'
4/11 110' alCOIDXMG 40'/.73·735' p
'/21 421' ..COIDXMG 40./.73-735. •
4/21 &07. ..waara... ~ 40'/173-73" •
./21 133' ~2IS LA 40'/113-7351 •
./21 1037. VZDOa ~ 401/7"-473' O'
4/22 111~~ ~ 40'/2"-1". O'
./22 112'A VI:OCIl ~ 40'/7""221' O'
./22 407P ..COID%IG 401""-7311 OP
./22 123. VZDOa ~ '0""'-473' 0-
'/25 402. vzoaa ~ 40'/7"-413' »
4/25 401. VZDaR ~ 401/7"-4138 •
.&/25 413. vzoaa ~ 40'/7.t-4138 •

MiA.
1.00
'.00
2.00
1.00
1.00

2'.00
1.00
1.00

10.00
2.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
3.00
0.00
1.00
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1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
..00
'.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

A1~

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

'roll 'rob!
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00­
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00­
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
O.OOL
O.OOL
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

.---..--- -------- -------- ---------
'roeal 101.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

• 1 Umiq~~coa aaU esarau,=
it • "'k, Oit - ~~oopeaII:,. • ~tended,,, -~, II!.~ MlUti
-a • BOlle ao.-s.ng

aU> 0019.&
'l'U 'total

0.00 55.20
0.00 44.2'
0.00 6.52-
0.00 21.00
0.00 6.52

COUDI. CCMaaCUXotfl caz.r C. MUlCO WDt&LZD
at. ~ Per MiD. Ai~ 'roll
7.1 40./7"-413.. 20.0 SO.OO 5.20
~ 40./761-473. O. 14.0 42.00 2.2~

~ 40'/76'-'738. 2.0 S.OO 0.52
CL 800/341-5'65 P 7.0 21.00 0.00
!Z 40'/76'-4738 P 2.0 '.00 0.52

Call. plaoed on
Date .,~ Ciq

3/15 340. VUIOa
3/1' &421. VI:DCIl
1/11112'AVDDaa
3/17 113~ 800 SIR'
3/17 113'A~

o
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3/11 ...,. VUlOIl ft 40'/16'-10'738 t 10.0 30.00 2.fO 0.00 32.60
3/11 4an .00 SDV CL .00/341-5.., t 12.0 36.00 0.00 0.00 38.00
3/18 70IA vmoa a: 40'/7"-&73' OW 10.0 30.00 1.15 0.00 31.15
3/20 10SA. vmoa 'IX 40./7.....'38 • 10.0 30.00 2.60 0.00 32.'0
3/20 4S2. vmoa 'IX .0'/'7&1-.138 J •• 0 12.00 1.04 0.00 13.04
4/0& 8." vmoa '1'X .O'/1ft-.131 011 .c.0 12.00 0.70 0.00 12.10
4/01 827' VI:DOR '1'Z 40./"..-413. 01' 1.0 3.00 0.17 0.00 3.17
4/01 82U vmoa 'fZ &0'/"'-"'3' 01' 1.0 3.00 0.1' 0.00 3.17
4/07 8301 BDONIQn 'IX 40'/'781-4011 ~ 1.0 3.00 0.17 0.00 3.17
&/07 111. vmoa a 40./1.t.&738 O' 1&.0 C2.00 2.43 0.00 44.43
4/08 158' vmoa a 40''''..-&.,,8 O' 3.0 9.00 0.37 0.00 9.3'7
4/08 410' M.A1JNOft a 40'/'7&1-'Ol.·~ 2.0 '.00 0.25 0.00 6.25
&/0' f ..8. vmoa 'IX 40'/7"-&73. 01 1.0 3.00 0.12 0.00 3.12
C/O, IU.vmoa a .0'/711-.,31 01 2.0 6.00 0.25 0.00 6.25
&/0' IU.V%DOa U 401/7'1-413' O' 1".0 42.00 1.15 0.00 43.75
&/10 62t. V'ZDCR 'IX 401/""-41" • 24..0 72.00 1.18 0.00 78.78
4/11 1235. IaODllARD %A 318/.31"';1500 • 1.0 3.00 0.11 0.00 3.17
4/11 100. BIlOOIMJU) LA 311/83"1-.500 • 2.0 6.00 0.3. 0.00 6.34
4/11 1031~ 'IX 40'/338-7111 • 1.0 3.00 0.28 0.00 3.28
4/11 1041 B&IJ'JHCIft 'IX 40./338-7371 J 3.0 9.00 0.85 0.00 g.65
4/12 te... v=oa 'IX 40'/76'-&'73' 01 11.0 '8.00 3.32 0.00 51.32
4/12 11181 V%DOR 'IX 40'/7..-..,38 01 4.0 12.00 0.70 0.00 12.'70
4/13 3141 DOU&8UD LJ. 318/137-1540 P 1.0 3.00 0.17 0.00 3.1.7
4/13 3151 IIIIOU8IA1tD 1A 318/83'7-1500 • 2.0 6.00 O.3~ 0.00 6.34
4/13 31'7l' vmoa '1'X 401/7'1-4'731 • 13.0 3SLOO 3. S'7 0.00 42.67
4/13 330V DOOUARD IA 311/831-8500 • 1.0 3.00 0.1'7 0.00 3.11
4/14 U8v DOOaPRD LA. 311/83'7-8500 • 1.0 3.00 0.1'7 0.00 3.17
4/14 utv DCUaIARD LA. 311/83'7-8500 • 1.0 3.00 0.11 0.00 3.1'7
4/15 ..'v VIDea U 40'/11'-4131 01' U.O ".00 2.00 0.00 50.00
4/U 700A VXDOIl U 401/118-0&731 o. '.0 12.00 0.50 0.00 12.50
4/14 14fA aAaDIf U 40."14-'7.53 01' 2.0 1.00 0.25 0.00 6.215
4/U 747A DMM:JI'! 'CIt 401'/714-18U O. 1.0 3.00 0.12 0.00 3.12
4/11 '.0. V'UK8 'CIt 401"'''.731 • 6.0 18.00 1." 0.00 19."------ -----.. -------

233.0 6ft.00 43.14. 0.00 '742.94

Detail ~ =-u~
D&a ~~ ~Aft. '1'u 'total

3/15 POPN' AaoIa. Cb9 - C:OUGl. CCIMJla:CUIOll 3.00 0.00 3.00
3/1' "._1:~. CbI - COI'BDL CCIMJlnCU'lClll 3.00 0.00 3.00
3/18 Poner~•• CbI - COAIIBL CCIMD1'1CAnCl11 3.00 0.00 3.00
3/20 "'...r A.cIoM. CbI - COI'BDL CQM2lflCMlClII 3.00 0.00 3.00
4/04. lIO_r Acoe.. Cbcr - C'QU'!AL CCIM2W1CdlClll 3.00· 0.00 3.00
4/01 110 _w~.. Cb9 - CQU'IAZ, c::cMGaCM'10lf 3.00 0.00 3.00
4/0' .OSW· Acoe•• CbO - cauur. CCMIllIU:CMla- 3.00 0.00 3.00
f/l0 JlGs·,r AOaU. C'!a9 - COUDL OCMDaCMlCil 3.00 0.00 3.00
4/11 11-.-. AoaM. Cb9 - COU'l'AL COIiIIJSlc:A't%OI1 3.00 0.00 3.00

o
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4/12 ao-.. MclU. Cb9 - COUPL CCHl:JIUCMIOIr
4/13~ AGee•• Qg' - COUDta ~iM1CAUOIif

4./14 ..,.... AGee•• Cbg - COUBL CQKIItlCAftClt
4/15 Ret po~•• ~ - COU'aL CCIM)IIlc:anClf
4/1' ao...1' AGOM. Cbg - COMML CClllllDttCUICII
4/17 Ro~ AaaN. Cb9 - COUD:L CQIIIQItlCUXOir

'llot&l~

o

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

'5.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00
3.00

45.00



EXHIBIT B:
Declaration of Rathel Alexander



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of: )
)

Cellular Services and Other Commercial )
Mobile Radio Services in the Gulf of )
M~oo )

)
Amendment of Part 22 of the Commission's )
Rules To Provide for Filing and Processing )
of Applications for Unserved Areas in the )
Cellular Service and To Modify Other )
Cellular Rules )

WT Docket No. 97-112

CC Docket No. 90-6

DECLARATION OF RATHEL ALEXANDER

I, Rathel Alexander, declare the following:

1. I am a performance engineer for GTE Wireless Incorporated ("GTE"). My

responsibilities include the day to day performance engineering for GTE's Texas area.

These duties include the optimization of the Houston market (which has been

integrated with the Galveston, Texas system), integration of new cell sites and

resolution of customer trouble complaints. As part of my responsibilities, I am familiar

with the issues facing cellular carriers operating adjacent to the Gulf of Mexico.

2. On May 23, 2000, I placed several test 911 calls using a cellular phone within

GTE's authorized cellular geographic service area (UCGSA"). Specifically, the calls

were placed at 82nd Street and Seawall Boulevard1 in Galveston, Texas, in the

Seawall Boulevard is also known as FM 3005.
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Galveston, Texas MSA. The calls were placed with a COMA cell phone set to analog

mode. Three calls were placed at this location, and all three emergency calls set up on

the cellular system of Bachow/Coastel, L.L.C. and were routed to the Coast Guard.

3. rdeclare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on MayJa, 2000.

2


